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Abstract
The purpose of feedback is to communicate information to students about their
performance or understanding. Instructor-created recorded audio is one method that
may improve the effectiveness and efficiency of feedback. This literature review
examines the effectiveness of audio feedback on improving student learning and
performance. In relation to student experience, studies demonstrate a positive response
from students to many aspects of audio feedback. These include increased
engagement, better understanding of feedback, and a perception of more personalized
feedback from instructors. Audio feedback has also been reported to positively impact
the students' perception of instructors. Some studies suggest that audio feedback can be
an inclusive strategy appealing to students who prefer aural modalities as well as
multilingual learners. Though students consistently had positive feelings about audio
feedback, the literature indicates a wide range of preference for feedback modes. Audio
feedback appears to be heading toward a point in time where it can be proven to save
time for instructors, and as technology improves, the technical glitches can be resolved
and processes can be streamlined to remove this potential barrier.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
The Need for Feedback
An essential part of learning is a feedback loop that informs the learner about
their current state of mastery. Grades are one part of that feedback loop; however,
numerous studies show that grades on their own do little to promote improved learning
(Campbell & Cabrera, 2014; Kohn, 2011; Pulfrey et al., 2011). According to Gould and
Day (2013), when feedback is effectively used by instructors, it provides a foundation for
learner autonomy and a framework for higher achievement, both of which are essential
goals for any classroom teacher.
While learners can obtain feedback from other sources, the primary focus of this
review is one mode within the control of the educator: instructor-provided recorded
feedback. The role of the educator is ever-changing, as those who endured the COVID19 pandemic and the demands it placed on teachers can attest. In the online classroom,
instructors who were used to performing the role of the “sage on the stage” have
sometimes found themselves in an identity crisis, as that role’s importance is diminished
in the new medium, and roles such as designer and curator of content become more
prevalent.
The Case for Audio Feedback
If the goal of feedback is communication between instructor and learner about
performance, then maximizing the effectiveness of that communication should be the
goal. For formative work, students need feedback on what is working and where
improvement needs to be made. In summative work, students need an accurate
description of their performance or level of mastery. None of these messages can be
received if students never receive the feedback.
One criticism of written feedback is that students often fail to read it, especially if
it is received at the same time as the student’s grade for an assignment. As one student
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in a focus group put it: “you go straight to the marks, and that’s it, you’re done” (Pearson,
2018, p. 91). Recorded feedback may offer an improvement in this area. Lunt and
Curran (2009) found that students are 10 times more likely to open an audio file than
written feedback. When experimenting with varied delivery methods of recorded
feedback, Cann (2015) found that two different groups of students opened the audio files
provided to them at a 91% and 94% rate. These numbers offer an optimistic outlook on
whether students will at least make the initial attempt to review instructor-created audio
feedback.
Once students have access to the feedback, will they actually digest it? Many
studies report that instructors complain about students not using or taking advantage of
the feedback they are provided (Handley et al., 2011; Pearson, 2018; Sadler; 2010 ). A
variety of reasons have been suggested for this. Perhaps feedback is received too late,
a perceived lack of clear advice is given, or the feedback is illegible (Cann, 2015). If any
of those is true, audio feedback may prove more palatable to students. Ice et al. (2007)
found evidence that suggests audio feedback is more engaging for students, owing in
part to the perception that students felt the instructor cared more. If we care about
student engagement in our face-to-face classroom delivery, why not consider its impact
on the teaching that occurs through instructor feedback?
Many researchers have reported that audio feedback may prove more efficient
for instructors struggling to provide timely feedback, though opinions on this vary widely.
Pearson (2018) contends that feedback is more meaningful when provided in a timely
manner, and audio feedback may help instructors accomplish this. Addressing the factor
of assessment time and turn-around is an important case to be made for the use of
audio feedback.
Audio feedback has other advantages as well. It has been shown to optimize
communication for students who prefer oral modalities or may have been diagnosed with
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a reading disability (Merry & Orsmond, 2008), it is viewed as more personal and
engaging by both students and instructors (Brearley & Cullen, 2012), and it allows for
better quality of feedback, with more nuance and specificity (Bilbro et al., 2013). This
promising research demands a closer look at a feedback mode sometimes overlooked
by online instructors.
Definition of Terms
Hattie and Timperley (2007) defined feedback as “information provided by an
agent (e.g., teacher, peer, book, parent, self, experience) regarding aspects of one’s
performance or understanding” (p. 81). Audio feedback is one potential type of feedback
instructors may choose to utilize for this task. For this literature review, audio feedback
refers to digital voice recordings of instructor-provided feedback for student work. In all
studies, the recorded feedback was distributed to students through the institution’s
online learning management systems or via email. The feedback was asynchronous:
recorded by the instructor at one time and heard by the student at a later time. No
studies of only class-wide or corporate feedback were included.
As used in this literature review, online education refers to courses delivered
through an institution's learning management system exclusively rather than in a face-toface classroom setting. While some instances of online learning may have elements of
synchronous instruction and interaction that occurs online through the learning
management system or a web-based application like Zoom, the courses discussed in
the studies reviewed tend to be primarily asynchronous in nature.
Uses of Audio Feedback
Personalized audio feedback is well-suited to some types of assessment, but not
to others. Certainly, recorded feedback would be less effective for a multiple choice
exam or simple short-answer quiz. Cann (2015) suggests that “[audio feedback] is
ideally suited to longer, more reflective assessments such as essays, and less suited to
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short, more constrained exercises” (p. 38). In cases like the latter, Cann recommends
group feedback highlighting common strengths and areas for improvement.
Many of the studies reflected in the literature , as Cann indicated, utilized longer
writing-oriented assessments. However, the uses of audio feedback are not limited to
papers and essays. Recorded audio can be used to provide feedback in a variety of
learning activities, including group case studies (Rasi & Vuojarvi, 2018), multi-step
projects (Rawle et al.,2018), laboratory reports (Morris & Chikwa, 2016), video and print
media design (McCarthy, 2015), and even group presentations (Pearson, 2018).
A Brief History of Audio Feedback Research
Studies that integrate recorded audio feedback have been around for decades.
Early forays into this technology involved the use of cassette tapes to record teacher
feedback for writing instruction (Klammer, 1973; Hays, 1978; or Logan et al., 1976).
Before the internet and online learning became ubiquitous, Pearce and Ackley (1995)
conducted several studies of audio feedback. They suggested that the method could
save time and would prove more effective than overwhelming students with an array of
red marks on the page. Students from a variety of settings expressed their satisfaction
with, and preference for voice comments, including dental students, high school
freshmen and graduate students. Kirschner et al. (1991) outlined multiple benefits of
audio feedback as recognized by instructors, including time saved, softened criticism,
and encouraging tones. Students observed greater clarity of feedback, motivating tones,
and permanence - or the ability to revisit the feedback (Kirschner et al., 1991).
Technology has progressed, and while cassette tapes are no longer the
preferred medium, many of the same benefits continue to be observed by researchers in
online educational settings. In the 21st century, research into recorded feedback has
continued. Research in the early years of online education produced mixed results in
terms of the mode’s effectiveness in learning and in efficiency for instructor’s time.
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During the first decade of the century (2000-2009), audio feedback began to flourish,
and it reached its peak in the next decade (Roy, 2019). During this time, research
findings became increasingly positive. This was due in part to improved practices and
understanding of feedback in general, but also because of improved technology and
elimination of the glitches that were the bane of early studies, littering the discussion
sections with caveats about what was intended and what actually happened.
Ice et al. (2007), frequently cited by modern researchers, reported that students
in online settings felt audio feedback was more supportive and caring, and reported
increased understanding of teacher comments. Similarly, Merry and Orsmond (2008)
found that students in online courses preferred audio feedback because they perceived
it to be high-quality, easier to understand, and more personal than written feedback.
Instructors in that same study found audio feedback valuable because adjusting vocal
nuances, volume, and tone allowed them to more effectively convey complex ideas to
students at a distance. Studies like these provided a framework for researchers in the
2010s and beyond, which serve as the foundation for this literature review.
Guiding Questions
Recorded audio feedback presents possibilities for improved learning and
student experience. But to what degree? The following research questions have guided
this literature review:
●

What impact, if any, does audio feedback have on student learning?

●

What impact, if any, does audio feedback have on student experience?

●

Is audio feedback an effective method for instructors in terms of time and
technology required?

The increasing availability of tools and technology has made audio feedback easier to
access and create. Greater use of online tools and the growing popularity of fully online
courses demand that instructors examine best practices in a learning environment that
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is, in many ways, still a new frontier. It is important to know if audio feedback is a
meaningful and effective tool or simply another tech fad that impresses on the surface
but has no substance to sustain its appeal.
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
Literature Search Procedures
The studies for this literature review were selected primarily from searches
conducted in academic databases: ERIC, EBSCO MegaFile, and Academic Search
Premier. Some studies not available through these databases were found through
Google Scholar. An extensive investigation of relevant empirical studies’ reference lists
was also conducted to locate additional literature Searches were limited to studies
published between 2010 and 2021, though occasionally, if studies were referenced in
multiple works and appeared to be foundational to current work in the field, studies from
2000-2009 have been included. The search was narrowed by limiting it to peer-reviewed
studies conducted in a higher education setting with an online or distance learning
format. Key terms used in searches included various combinations of the following:
“audio,” “feedback,” “audio feedback,” “online learning,” “distance learning,” and
“formative assessment.”
This chapter will review the literature on instructor-created feedback and its
impact on learning and student experience in online courses. The review examines the
topic in the following sections: Audio Feedback and Academic Performance; The Impact
of Audio Feedback on Learner Experience; Audio Feedback for Multilingual Learners;
Methods of Implementation; Time, Timing and Timeliness; and Limiting Factors of Audio
Feedback.
Audio Feedback and Academic Performance
A study conducted by Martini and DiBattista (2014) measured the impact of audio
feedback on learning transfer. The goal was to observe whether students could
internalize feedback in a way that allowed them to apply concepts learned to another
similar but unrelated task. In this case, 51 third-year psychological research students
participated, writing a 2000-word introduction to a manuscript followed by a similar
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writing assignment later in the course. Students did not apply the feedback to the
revision of the first assignment.
After submitting the manuscript, TAs provided audio feedback. They spent one
hour per paper,and audio files were five to seven minutes in length. TAs were instructed
to provide generalizable comments about content, structure, and writing style. Most
feedback was related to prioritization of literature around the central question,
organization, creating a logical argument, and effective use of transitions. Occasionally,
audio comments referenced a written comment highlighting the same issue.
Students were surveyed after receiving feedback. The data clearly showed that
students felt that feedback was detailed and easy to understand. The key finding was
that a majority of students (85%) felt the learning was transferable to future writing
assignments. Qualitative data showed that students felt the feedback was more personal
than written feedback. Not all responses were positive: one student felt the feedback
was too vague while another felt it focused too much on one specific writing issue.
Martini and Battista concluded that students believed they would be able to
transfer learning gained from audio feedback. The study did not, however, deliver on its
stated goal of examining students’ “actual ability to transfer what had been learned on
one assignment to another, subsequent assignment” (p. 2).
On a much larger scale, Rawle et al.(2018) studied the efficacy of audio
feedback on a long-term, multi-step assignment. This study was conducted with 821
students in a freshman-level biology course at the University of Toronto Mississauga.
TAs were trained in providing audio feedback through the use of a rubric. Students were
given feedback at several stages of the project: first, after topic selection, and again after
an early draft. Feedback was given for selecting and focusing topics, and later for essay
structure, use of references, and clarity of argument. No feedback was provided for
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sentence-level mechanics or for grammatical errors. Data was collected through a
survey measuring students’ perspectives of audio feedback.
Results of the survey showed a positive response toward the audio feedback
received. Of the students surveyed, 70% reported that audio feedback had a positive
impact on their learning. In nearly identical percentages, the students reported the mode
of feedback was both easy to access and more personal than written feedback.
However, students were less likely to commit to a preference for audio feedback (only
56%) or to prefer it on future assignments (68%). Ultimately, Rawle et al. (2018) were
able to establish that audio feedback promotes student engagement and helps with the
nuances and interpretation of detail in feedback.
Martini and Battista’s (2014) interest in learning transfer, or whether content
presented in audio feedback would affect learning and performance in subsequent work,
was also investigated by Brearley and Cullen (2015), with the intention of examining the
impact of audio feedback for drafted submissions of writing on the subsequent final
drafts. Looking only at the resulting grade marks, in which the students receiving audio
feedback scored a significantly higher mark, would be misleading. Brearley and Cullen
themselves are quick to point out a few limitations. Their first concern was that
submitting an early draft was optional in the study design. Nearly half of the 40
participants did not submit drafts or only submitted an outline. The depth of the audio
feedback was noted to be impacted by the degree of completeness of the students’
drafts. This disparity caused the study's authors to wonder, “Are we simply helping better
students perform even better?” (p.22).
What is encouraging from the study is that students who received audio feedback
acted on it, as evidenced by the improved scores. They also reported significant
affective responses to the feedback method, stating that audio feedback was clear,
engaging, and helpful.
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If that study could not show a clear correlation between audio feedback and
improved student performance, perhaps a study by Morris and Chikwa (2016) the
following year could. This study compared the impact of audio feedback versus written
feedback on academic performance. Participants in the study (n=68) were divided into
two groups, one receiving only audio feedback and one receiving strictly written
feedback. The design required students in both groups to complete the same laboratory
reports, receive feedback in the prescribed format and then complete a second
laboratory report, recalling and applying the feedback content.
Average scores on the first assignment showed no significant difference between
the groups: 56.3 and 55.7. After feedback was provided, the second assignment yielded
results that narrowed the gap even further: 59.9 and 59.4. Thus both types of feedback
were found to be equally effective. Little difference was found in student satisfaction
either: 76.9% in the audio group and 70% in the written group. Dissatisfied students did
not cite reasons related to the mode of feedback but rather the content of the feedback
they received.
Thus, Morris and Chikwa found that the type of feedback did not, in fact, impact
student grades on subsequent assignments. Students in the audio group were broadly
positive about their experience, but the majority actually had a strong preference for
written feedback in future assignments. The one bright spot for audio feedback was that
it seemed to have an advantage in communicating positive feedback. Students in the
audio group felt they knew what they had done well, while only a small percentage of
students in the written feedback group were able to select that statement. While it is
unclear why that difference exists, Morris and Chikwa suggest that it may have to do
with audio feedback’s ability to provide vocal nuances that written communication
cannot.
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The Impact of Audio Feedback on Learner Experience
While less objective than measurement of learning outcomes, examining the
impact of audio feedback on the experience of learners is an important part of the
literature. Some anecdotal evidence may seem superficial: “It removes the difficulty of
reading bad handwriting that lots of markers have!” (Cann, 2015, p.35). Yet, other
studies have provided a meaningful examination of audio feedback’s impact on students.
One aspect of online course feedback which affects a student’s experience is the
perceived engagement of the instructor. Duvall et al. (2007), examined the “social
presence” of the instructor, which was demonstrated to be an important factor in student
perception of the online classroom. In the online classroom, social presence includes the
perception of the instructor as a “real, live person,” rather than a distant moderator or
artificial intelligence. Abdullah (1999) and Rourke et al. (2001) identified eight possible
social presence cues: “humor, emotions, self-disclosure, support or agreement for an
idea, addressing people by name, greetings, complimenting another’s idea, and
illusions of a physical presence” (as cited in Portolese Dias & Trumpy, 2014, p. 6). Each
of these cues affect the quality of a student’s experience and perhaps, ultimately,
student retention. Portolese Dias and Trumpy (2014) suggest that, in the online
classroom, audio feedback may more effectively provide these elements of social
presence than written feedback.
A study conducted by Rasi and Vuojarvi (2018) had the three-pronged goal of
examining how students responded to audio feedback in terms of its utility, their
perception of emotional support, and the impact on learning. The study involved 50
students from four Finnish universities enrolled in a seven-week online course. Students
were divided into small groups and assigned a project analyzing an online learning
platform. Interactions were done asynchronously through Moodle, the learning
management system. Feedback for groups was provided using audio recordings, and a
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control group received written feedback. The feedback was timely, giving students time
to reflect, and summative assessments were made only after students had the
opportunity to apply feedback. Data was collected through a questionnaire for students
as well as through performance results.
Rasi and Vuojarvi (2018) reported that audio feedback was successful in
promoting social and emotional engagement for students. The mode helped to
strengthen the connection between students and instructors. One group of students
responded, “There is ‘really’ someone instructing this course (even though we’ve never
met face-to-face, the voice gives you a closer impression of the instructor)” (p.299).
Evidence showed another added benefit, in that communication was improved because
of the students’ ability to hear and interpret the instructor’s intonation. Ultimately, 13 of
17 groups reported the feedback was useful for improving the quality of their work. This
reported preference was supported by more quantitative data from analysis of
performance results, which showed an increased number of successful revisions made
by students when compared to peers in the control group.
Knauf (2016) argues for one step beyond social engagement. She writes: “Audio
feedback cannot be considered a comprehensive solution to the different problems
associated with feedback, but it can contribute to the development of an inclusive
university” (p.442) The study, conducted in a German university, provided audio
feedback to two groups of seminar students (n=25,n=27). The students were surveyed
and provided written feedback for the same assignment 14 days later. Finally, they were
given a questionnaire.
The initial results were positive toward audio feedback, with 45 of the 48 students
responding favorably. Nearly all students said that they understood the content of the
feedback, in this case, the strengths and weaknesses of their performance. Students
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also felt that audio feedback strengthened their relationship with the instructor. In fact,
many students expressed a desire to respond to the feedback. One student said:
With this form of feedback [I] felt even more of a need to explain myself and my
work (approach, reason for my choice of form, topic etc.), i.e. to respond to the
feedback. In short, there were moments when I would have liked to reply to you.
Perhaps audio feedback offers more starting points for a dialogue than written
feedback. (p. 445)
This perception that the audio feedback was more personal than written feedback was
echoed by others. Some believed that audio feedback took more time for instructors
(which was not the case in this study) and that that extra time was a sign of appreciation
for the students’ work. This seems to confirm what Higgins et al. (2001) stated about
feedback in the early days of online learning when they postulated that “The student
makes an emotional investment in an assignment and expects some ‘return’ on that
investment” (p.272).
Knauf recognizes competing factors at play in the participants of the study. There
seems to be a tension between students’ desire to be recognized or acknowledged for
performance and progress and the anxieties and power dynamics that exist between
students and teachers. This, according to Knauf:
makes it clear that this kind of feedback is about far more than just the
communication of information. Evidently students have some important, littleacknowledged needs which are better catered to by the auditory form of
feedback than by the written form. (p.445)
Knauf is also clear on the fact that the study does not demonstrate the
overwhelming preference for audio feedback that some other studies showed. While
nearly all students had favorable responses to audio feedback, actual preferences varied
over a broad spectrum. Students fell into two groups: one that prefers audio feedback
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and another that sees written feedback as more useful. Students who prefer audio
feedback may value the personal connection, while students who prefer written feedback
prefer its more business-like, matter-of-fact tone. This disparity of preference, to Knauf,
is a signal that audio feedback is not a must-have practice to be used in every
classroom. Instead, she argues for audio feedback as one tool of many that can
increase the variety of communication channels and help break down barriers for all
students.
A study by Pearson (2018), while small in its design scale (11 participants), offers
some interesting insights into how audio feedback impacts student engagement. First, it
offers a unique purpose: to increase how much students engage with summative
feedback. Challenged by Parkin et al. (2012), who contend that written feedback has
transitory value because students rarely, if ever, refer back to it after the initial reading,
and encouraged by Carruthers et al. (2015), who claimed that this ability for re-access is
a key feature of audio feedback, Pearson set out to see if it was true.
Students completed a project in which they made a “pitch” presentation related to
theater design. Audio feedback was created and uploaded to the learning management
system. Grades were included in the audio file, but were not provided until the end. By
varying from the usual pattern of written feedback in which students could quickly look
first at the score, the instructor attempted to increase student engagement with the
feedback itself.
Following the distribution of feedback, a focus group was arranged. In terms of
the research questions, the results were clear: engagement appeared to be significantly
increased, and students perceived the audio feedback to be easier to understand. Twothirds of the group reported they had re-accessed their feedback intentionally since the
first time they heard it. Many had listened again when they were able to have their work
in front of them so they could look and listen simultaneously. This, indeed, confirmed
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Carruthers et al. (2015), who reported that 28% of students re-accessed their audio
feedback, and 69% said they would refer back to it when preparing for future
coursework.
Students’ negative responses to audio feedback were candid and often
humorous. Some felt uncomfortable hearing their instructor’s voice in their headphones.
Some had difficulty accessing audio from their mobile device. Others yearned for a way
to respond to the audio feedback. One student reported: “I sort of had an argument with
you [laughter] then I realized it wasn’t real” (Pearson, 2018, p. 92). Audio feedback did,
in fact, help students feel more open to approaching the instructor for a tutorial or
discussion.
Students contrasted the experience with the written feedback with which they
were familiar. They reported that in the past, they had checked for a passing score on
written feedback and quickly moved on. With audio feedback, they felt the instructor had
invested more time and effort. With written feedback, they confessed, they didn’t know if
the instructor had prepared the remarks, a TA, or someone else? In fact, they admitted a
suspicion that some instructors used canned feedback and student names at the top of
the page were practically interchangeable. Audio feedback felt more personal - tailored
to the individual student.
One observation Pearson makes that may be worth further exploration is the idea
that audio feedback may have a unique value in the teaching of writing. When students
hear portions of their writing read aloud in someone else’s voice, it may cause them to
consider the tones and nuances of their writing and how it may sound to the “ear” of their
audience.
While the previous studies focused on the idea of student engagement as a way
of measuring the quality of the learner’s experience, institutions more frequently refer to
the students’ satisfaction, often through end-of-course surveys. One study by Portolese
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Dias and Trumpy (2014) examined the effect of audio feedback on several specific
measures of student satisfaction. Participants were divided into two groups. The control
group was provided with written individual feedback and written group feedback. The
experimental group was given written individual feedback and audio group feedback. In
the design for this study, group feedback was defined as whole-class feedback, which
identified trends and common areas for improvement that could benefit most or all
students. Four student satisfaction measures were identified in the student survey, and
researchers predicted an increase in satisfaction for all four, including measures related
to student perception of the quality of feedback. In the end, only one measure showed
significant improvement: “Instructor was genuinely concerned with whether students
learned” (p.13).
Ultimately, the researchers were able to link student satisfaction to the positive
perception of instructor engagement. Students felt their instructors were more supportive
and more caring, thus improving social presence in the classroom.
Audio Feedback for Multilingual Learners
One interesting application of audio feedback is in settings with English language
learners. Solhi and Eginli (2020) conducted a study involving EFL students (English as a
foreign language) to understand the effects of audio feedback on student writing
performance. Fifty-one students enrolled in an English prep program at a Turkish
university were divided into two groups: one experimental group and one control group.
The experimental group was given audio feedback in the form of recorded comments on
their writing assignments. The control group received metalinguistic written corrective
feedback. In all cases, feedback was provided after a first draft, before the revising and
editing stages, and was delivered through an app called Telegram.
To begin, the study established no significant differences between the groups on
a written pre-test. The results of the study, collected via a post-test, showed that

23
students, who the researchers refer to as “digital natives,” are more likely to welcome
feedback in an audio format. Quantitative results confirm this. The group receiving audio
feedback outperformed the control group in measures of writing content and
organization. The study showed no significant differences, however, in sentence-level
writing aspects, such as style or mechanics. So while students were more enthusiastic
about feedback and improvements made in the clarity of their larger message, other
methods may be more effective for elements of writing that are observed under the
metaphorical microscope: punctuation, subject-verb agreement, etc.
Unlike previous studies, which reported audio feedback was time consuming,
Sohli and Eginli (2020) remain optimistic that improvements in technology and apps
such as Telegram or Audacity will “enhance the efficiency of corrective feedback in
writing instruction” (p.9).
Another study involving multilingual learners by Roy (2019) set out to investigate
the expectations, experiences, and preferences of multilingual writers enrolled in a
composition course. Students received a combination of written and audio feedback
throughout the course. Data was collected through the early course and end-of-course
surveys. Twelve students participated in both surveys, and an additional eight students
participated in interviews.
The results of surveys and interviews showed that multilingual writers expect
direct, explicit feedback from their instructors. This includes positive feedback and
recognition of their strengths, in addition to corrective feedback. Students were clear that
they preferred feedback on lower-level writing concerns such as grammar and sentence
structure, as they felt they needed this feedback in order to improve their writing in
English.
Upon analysis of student performance, the mode of feedback had no impact on
the revision performance. Whether students received audio feedback or written
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feedback, they made a similar number of corrections in the revision process and
achieved a similar final grade. Whether students preferred written or audio feedback
offered no correlation with better subsequent work if they received feedback in their
preferred mode. There was a positive correlation between students’ preferred mode and
self-perceived English proficiency: the more confidence students had in English the
more likely they were to prefer audio feedback.
Ultimately, when given a menu of options, the majority of multilingual students
preferred a combination of both audio and written feedback. Researchers found that
written feedback was better for local concerns such as grammar, word choice,
punctuation, and transitions. Students indicated that written feedback made it easier to
locate mistakes and to make revisions. For global writing concerns such as
organizations and development of an argument or the topic and scope of the writing,
audio feedback was more effective.
Roy (2019) recommends that instructors should provide combined written and
audio feedback for multilingual writers in order to enhance their writing skills.
In an attempt to provide a better learning experience for international students at
a UK university, Chew (2014) studied the impact of audio feedback. Participants in this
study (n=22) were provided with written feedback first, followed by audio feedback. Both
types of feedback were provided through the university’s learning management system.
Of the students surveyed, all had positive feelings about audio feedback. All students
reported a preference for audio feedback on future assignments, though some of those
students ultimately preferred a mix of both written and audio.
Students found the audio feedback to be more personal in nature. Common
phrases in student feedback were: “personal touch,” “personal feedback,” “better
feedback,” and “interesting to listen to” (p. 128). Students enjoyed hearing the
instructor’s voice, and felt that the instructor had put forth much appreciated effort into
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creating the audio feedback. The international students reported one unique positive
note not frequently mentioned in studies. They appreciated the ability to be able to listen
repeatedly to the audio feedback, as opposed to having to say “pardon me” due to
language and accent constraints when given face-to-face verbal feedback.
Chew (2014) suggests that all international students prefer at least some audio
feedback, though the author admits the study is too small in scale to make any strong
recommendations.
Methods of Implementation
While most studies of audio feedback focus on the impact on student
performance or satisfaction, one study by Cann (2015) examined the effectiveness of a
variety of audio feedback methods. While one of the study’s stated goals was to improve
student engagement through feedback, the other two objectives were unique. The study
aimed to maximize the use of instructor’s time and to investigate and compare simple
systems of feedback delivery.
The study utilized three separate groups of students, each receiving audio
feedback through a different method. In the first group, 31 Year 1 Biological Sciences
students were given feedback on a 1500-word essay using audio feedback tools in
Turnitin Grademark, a university-wide tool linked directly to the institution’s learning
management system (LMS). Feedback was kept deliberately short, with a target of about
one minute in length. Instructors were provided a script to follow. The resulting feedback
was available to students directly in the LMS with no additional post-recording work for
instructors.
A second group was composed of 170 Year 2 students writing a 500-word critical
appraisal of a scientific paper. Instructors for this group utilized the recording web-based
application SoundCloud to record audio feedback. Again, the average recording length
was about one minute, with an invitation to the student to continue discussion face to
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face or via email. This method required a post-recording process to deliver the
recording. SoundCloud provided instructors with a private URL for each student’s
recorded feedback. This URL was recorded in a database along with the student’s grade
for the assessment. This database file was mail merged to deliver students the recording
link via email.
The third group of participants consisted of 25 students enrolled in a microbiology
module and writing a 3000-word essay. Instructors for this group recorded feedback
using software which recorded directly to the instructor’s computer drive or network
drive. Feedback files were three to five minutes in length. The post-recording process for
this group involved uploading the audio files in bulk to the online storage repository
DropBox. URLs for each were then generated and added to a spreadsheet to be mail
merged and emailed to the students.
Surprisingly, the researchers found this last method to be the most time-efficient,
requiring 12-15 minutes per essay, including all the post-processing steps. The
Soundcloud recording method averaged five minutes per 500 words (excluding reading
time). The Grademark method took 25 minutes per essay, including reading time,
prompting the researchers to note, “These timings are not sustainable for large numbers
of students” (Cann, 2015, p.35).
One advantage the Year 1(Turnitin Grademark) cohort should have had over the
others was the direct connection between the recording process and the institution's
LMS. However, this ended up being a liability on two fronts. First, there was no method
for separating the audio feedback from the students’ grades, and both were delivered
simultaneously. Secondly, students found it extremely difficult to locate the feedback in
the LMS, even after instructors took additional time to create a screen capture video to
demonstrate how to locate it.
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What the Year 2 cohort (Soundcloud) and the Year 3 cohort (DropBox) had in
common was the ability to provide students audio feedback prior to assigning grades.
The researchers pointed this out as a clear pedagogical advantage. Students were more
likely to access and, presumably, listen to the feedback. In the Year 2 cohort, 94% of
students accessed their audio feedback, compared to 91% in the Year 3 cohort. In each
case, students' grades were released seven days after the audio feedback became
available. Incidentally, the Year 1 cohort had no way of measuring the rate of access
because the Turnitin software did not include this feature.
Another study which investigated a specific unique method of feedback using
recorded audio was Keane et al.’s (2018) investigation of recorded voice comments.
While other studies utilized a single recorded audio summary of the instructor’s overall
feedback, this study investigated methods which allowed instructors to add a voice
comment to specific items strategically throughout a student’s writing. The study
involved 125 undergraduate students in online courses and involved two similar
feedback tools.
Some students received voice comments using Adobe Acrobat Reader. In this
method, after downloading a student’s work, instructors may insert recorded comments,
which then show up as small speaker icons. Once saved, the document can be shared
back to the student via email or the LMS.
The other feedback tool was Kaizena, a web application or add-on for Google
Drive. This tool allows instructors to comment on a specific place in the student’s writing
with either a text comment or audio comment. What is unique about this tool is that it
makes two-way dialogue possible. The student has the option to respond to the
instructor’s recording with either a text or recorded comment of their own. Keane et al.
characterize this feedback and subsequent replies as “conversations” and posit that
“feedback as dialogue means that the student not only receives initial feedback
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information, but also has the opportunity to engage the teacher in discussions about that
feedback” (p. 318).
When surveyed, 67% of students preferred the addition of voice comments over
written comments alone. Qualitative surveys showed that students enjoyed the choice
between written and voice responses. They also felt that hearing the instructor’s voice
made the course more interactive, one student going as far as to call it “one-on-one
learning” (p. 317). Keane et al. suggest that this type of feedback could replace
traditional office hours when reviewing a writing assignment in depth. As an added
benefit to this feedback method, instructors found it easy to use the commenting
features to direct students to resources geared toward specific writing issues, such as
Youtube videos, tutorials, or writing guides.
In a discussion of methods, it may be appropriate to note a study by McCarthy
(2015) which used a combination of methods in which audio feedback was only one
option. In this study of 77 first-year students, each of three major assessments in the
course used a different mode of feedback: audio, video, and written feedback. By
comparing students’ responses to each mode, the study hoped to show which method
was more engaging and effective.
Audio feedback was used to assess the production of a short segment of music
video. The recorded feedback was 1-2 minutes in length, recorded in the app Audacity,
converted to MP3, and uploaded to the LMS. Total time spent was 10-15 minutes per
student. For comparison, the other projects were a print marketing strategy using video
feedback and a design theory project using written feedback.
The results showed that 66% of the students preferred video feedback, 22%
preferred written feedback, and only 12 % preferred audio feedback. The study’s author
suggests that video feedback was the most appropriate fit for the assessments and class
content, as it had a visual component to it. Advantages of audio feedback centered
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around clarity of understanding. Functional advantages included ease of creation, price
(free), and quicker upload times due to file size. The most significant disadvantage when
viewed in comparison to video was that audio was simply not as powerful when
experienced by the student.
There were a few statistical trends worth noting in the survey data. Audio
feedback was more popular among international students (36%) than local students
(6%). The survey results also indicated that age was a factor; the older students were,
the more likely they were to prefer written feedback over either recorded format.
Time, Timing, and Timeliness
Many aspects of teaching are centered on making decisions about time. How will
class time be allocated? In online learning, how much time can students be expected to
engage with the content? At what time during the lesson (or unit or semester) should
students be exposed to new ideas? When will assignments be due, and when can
students expect feedback? The literature around audio feedback continues to address
these types of time-related questions.
Timeliness of Feedback
Research has shown that both the timeliness and timing of feedback can be
important factors for students. Pearson (2018) states, “Returning feedback to students in
a timely manner is essential for learning; the longer a student waits from submission to
feedback, the less relevant the feedback offered may become. Audio feedback is one
method by which this timeliness can be addressed” (p.88). Face-to-face instructors
evaluate course work an average of 14.77 minutes per student per week. In comparison,
online instructors average 48.72 minutes per student per week (Van de Vord & Pogue,
2012). This difference creates obstacles for providing feedback to students quickly
enough for it to achieve maximum impact.
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In their study of the impact of formative feedback on writing performance,
Brearley and Cullen (2015) speculated that the timing of the feedback given may have
been a greater factor in terms of attainment than the use of the audio feedback format
itself. In the case of their study, feedback was provided two weeks prior to submission of
a final draft, allowing students ample time to process and apply the feedback. Providing
feedback this far in advance requires planning and discipline. Being intentional about
when students can expect feedback is an ongoing struggle for instructors.
Timing of Feedback
Cann (2015) was adamant about another aspect of timing: the separation of
marks (grades) and feedback. Cann’s study compared three methods of audio feedback
delivery, two of which provided the feedback seven days prior to the release of students’
grades. The third method’s technology did not allow for this separation, which Cann lists
as a serious limitation. Both Cann and Pearson’s (2018) studies addressed the tendency
for students to look at marks first and engage less, or not at all, with the feedback
provided by the instructor. Thus the timing of feedback in comparison to the publication
of grades is a factor worth considering.
It is worth noting that, at times, the timing of feedback is outside of the instructor's
control. Students can impact this factor as well, as in the case of the study by Brearley
and Cullen (2015). In this case, only 48% of students created a draft by the submission
deadline, while another 16% submitted only a partial draft or outline. It is difficult to give
timely feedback when the work is not completed as scheduled. Students cited their own
struggles with time: “bad time management,” “couldn’t get it finished in time,” and “not
enough time” (p. 27).
Time and Efficiency of Feedback
One reason audio feedback is attempted in online education is to look for
efficiencies. Saving time in any aspect of teaching is always attractive to instructors who

31
are always being asked to do more; meanwhile, nothing ever seems to be taken off of
their plates. The research on audio feedback is inconclusive, with results varying widely.
One unfortunate, or at least unexpected aspect of some studies of audio
feedback has been the cost in time for instructors using audio feedback. Rasi and
Voujarvi (2018) reported that while audio feedback was hoped to be a time-saver for
instructors, the study, in fact, showed that the feedback method created extra work for
instructors. Because the mode was new, it took considerable time, though the
researchers expected the workload to decrease with repeated implementation. Students
in this study indicated a strong preference for a mix of both audio and written feedback in
future coursework, a proposition that could cost the instructor even more time.
Teaching assistants in the study by Rawle et al. (2018) also reported that audio
feedback took longer than written feedback, and instructors from several studies
reported time lost due to technical difficulties in sending or delivering the audio
recordings to students (Cann, 2015, Rasi & Voujarvi, 2018; Rawle et al. 2018). Merry
and Orsmond (2008) found that the technical process of creating audio feedback and
delivering it to students may take longer than simply annotating a printed essay, though
technological improvements have been made since their study.
Conversely, other studies argue that audio feedback should save instructors
time. Lunt and Curran (2010) estimated significant savings of 5 minutes per item for
audio feedback compared with 30 minutes for written feedback. Knauf (2016) could not
confirm the same level of time savings, but reported a moderate time savings for
teachers. In a comparative study, McCarthy (2015) found audio feedback to be more
time efficient than both video and written feedback. Ice et al. (2007) reported that audio
feedback took the instructor just 3.81 minutes per student, while written feedback took
13.43 minutes per assignment. Cann (2015) optimistically concluded that audio
feedback has at least the potential to save instructors time, particularly on lengthy
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essays, but emphasizes that this is only true if the audio feedback replaces text
comments, not as an additional task.
Finally, some studies, such as Morris and Chikwa (2016), showed audio
feedback to have no significant improvement over written feedback in time spent by
instructors. In this study, instructors recorded time spent per assignment with a
stopwatch. Despite a slight edge to audio recording in the generation of feedback, it took
an average of 1.3 minutes per audio file to save and upload to the learning management
system, thus negating the time advantage.
Limiting Factors of Audio Feedback
Recorded audio feedback has limitations, some of which make instructors
reluctant to implement it as a feedback mechanism. Roy (2019) cites four primary
issues: technology, access, effectiveness and challenges for instructors, and
effectiveness and challenges for students (p. 22). Using Roy’s classification as a
framework for discussion, the literature certainly supports the idea that recorded audio
feedback has limitations, problems which may be solved by future innovators.
Technology
Because recorded audio feedback by its nature requires technology, it also
comes with technological limitations. In fact, Carruthers et al. (2015) noted that 32% of
students in their study indicated some initial technical difficulties. Students rely
increasingly on mobile devices to access email and learning management systems, both
of which were the primary means of delivering feedback in the studies reviewed. In some
studies, such as Pearson (2018), students' choice of device affected their ability to
access feedback due to compatibility issues with recording formats. Other studies
encountered problems similar to those experienced by Keane, McCrea, and Russell
(2018), who reported that students had difficulty hearing or understanding the feedback,
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likely due to the instructor’s technical difficulties with recording or simply inexperience in
using the equipment properly.
Even when using laptops or PCs, some students encountered problems with
automated settings in their computer systems. For some, this meant having their
feedback file automatically downloaded into folders utilized by their music manager
(such as iTunes). This sometimes resulted in students listening to music with friends and
suddenly hearing their instructor’s feedback as the software selected a randomized
playlist of files (Pearson, 2018).
Access
When discussing technology, access and equity are always considerations. The
use of audio feedback raises similar questions. One limitation noted by Henderson and
Phillips (2015) in their study utilizing recorded feedback was that some students lacked
access to media because their devices were not equipped with the necessary hardware
or software. Another interesting observation made in the same study was that some
students (56%) also lack access to privacy, while others do not have an adequate study
space while accessing the feedback (Jaggers et al., 2021).
In a report by Jaggers et al. (2021), approximately 16% - 19% of college students
reported technology barriers such as inadequate computer hardware or internet
connection that inhibited participation in online learning. Lower-income students reported
even higher rates of technology inadequacy (20%-30%) than higher-income students
(10%-12%). Black (17%-29%) and Hispanic (23%-28%) students faced greater barriers
relative to their White peers (12%-17%). There was also a discrepancy between
students living in rural areas (14%-25%) compared to those living in a suburban (16%)
or urban area (16%-20%). These challenges must be taken into account in the use of
audio feedback.

34
Challenges for Instructors
Cann (2015) suggests that one challenge is “technical inertia,” an unfamiliarity
with the new tools available and a skepticism about the potential benefits (p.38). One
can hardly blame instructors for a reluctance to learn something new when “what they
have always done” is working fine. This is especially true for veteran teachers who have
seen countless educational fads come and go in the course of their careers.
Aside from the skeptical side of technical inertia, there is also unfamiliarity. Bless
(2017) notes that many of the instructors who teach writing do not have any training on
how to give audio feedback. Unlike K-12 educators, instructors in higher education do
not always receive formal instruction on teaching or feedback methods, and time and
funds for professional development are limited.
As discussed previously, time is a significant challenge for instructors.
Cavanaugh and Song (2014) have argued that feedback is “perhaps the most important
task of a composition teacher and also possibly the most time consuming task” (p.122).
Learning new technologies often has a steep learning curve and cost in the early stages.
Then, refining techniques and streamlining processes for evaluation requires additional
time before efficiency can be achieved.
Challenges for Students
Students face a variety of challenges to the effectiveness of audio feedback, not
all of which are technical in nature. In The Digital Divide Among College Students:
Lessons Learned From The COVID-19 EmergencyTransition, Jaggers et al. (2021)
noted that 76% of college students reported a lack of motivation for online learning
during the COVID-19 pandemic. Taking the lasting effects of recent global events into
account will be important for educators. In the same survey, 61% of students selfreported an inability to learn effectively in an online environment. This challenge in the
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self-efficacy and motivation of students will impact the way they receive and apply
feedback.
Another barrier for some students was a perceived impersonal tone to audio
feedback. While most students found recorded feedback to be more personal in nature,
Ice et al. (2007) emphasized the importance of using the students’ names in recording
audio feedback. In a rush to grade quickly, this may be overlooked by instructors and
can have an adverse effect on the student experience. Portolese Dias and Trumpy
(2014) emphasized addressing students by name as an important aspect of instructor
social presence often lacking in online courses and one that audio feedback may
improve.
It is also important to note that not all students preferred audio feedback when
surveyed in studies. In every study that surveyed student preferences for mode of
feedback, some percentage of students preferred written feedback (Chew, 2014,
McCarthy, 2015; Rasi & Voujarvi, 2018). This would suggest that audio feedback is not a
perceived benefit for some students. Morris and Chikwa (2016) found that 67% of
students who had received audio feedback actually preferred written feedback in the
future. Many of these students cited challenges related to ease of access:
I liked the audio feedback but it is useful to have written [feedback]as it is easier
to access when needing to know how to improve in the next assignment. (Audio
feedback group student)
Being able to reread is less stressful than constantly rewinding. (Audio feedback
group student)
With written I can skip to the parts I feel are really important to read again. (Audio
feedback group student) (p.131)
So, while most of the challenges to audio feedback presented in the studies were
instructor-related, students faced their share as well.
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CHAPTER III: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Summary of the Literature
The purpose of feedback is to communicate information to students about their
performance or understanding. Educators are always looking for ways to improve the
clarity and efficiency of the feedback process. Instructor-created recorded audio
feedback is one method that may help make those improvements. In the end, the goal is
improved student learning, enhanced student experience, and increased efficiency for
instructors.
The literature is inconclusive about the effectiveness of audio feedback in
improving student learning and performance. Feedback is an important part of learning
improvement, but some students do not make use of the feedback given to them using
traditional methods (Handley et al., 2011; Pearson, 2018; Sadler; 2010). Audio feedback
has been demonstrated to increase how likely students are to access feedback (Cann,
2015; Lunt & Curran, 2009).
While some studies show that students self-reported a positive impact on their
learning due to audio feedback (Rasi & Vuojarvi, 2018; Rowle et al., 2018), most were
unable to show any measurable improvement in either learning or performance (Brearley
& Cullen, 2015; Morris & Chikwa, Roy, 2019; Rowle et al., 2018). Only one study of
multilingual writing students demonstrated significant evidence of improvement due to
audio feedback (Sohli & Egnili, 2020).
The question of improved student experience proved to have more favorable
results. Every study reported a positive response from students on at least one aspect of
audio feedback. Students found audio feedback to be more engaging (Brearley & Cullen,
2012; Ice et al., 2007; Rowle et al., 2018). Not only can it promote social and emotional
engagement for students (Rasi & Vuojarvi, 2018), but it has also been shown to get
students more engaged with the feedback itself (Pearson, 2018).
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Audio feedback has also been demonstrated to be more personal (Brearley &
Cullen, 2012; Chew, 2014; Knauf, 2016; Martini & Battista, 2014; Merry & Orsmond,
2008; Pearson, 2018; Rowle et al., 2018). Part of this is due to the perceptions that
students see the feedback as more specific (Bilbro, Iluzada & Clark, 2013) and detailed
(Martini & Battista, 2014). It feels as though it is more personalized to each individual
than written feedback which often feels more businesslike and matter-of-fact, often even
generic.
Many students described audio feedback as higher quality feedback (Merry &
Orsmond, 2008) which is more clear and easy to understand (Brearley & Cullen, 2015;
Ice et al., 2007; Knauf, 2016; Martini & Battista, 2014; McCarthy, 2015; Merry &
Orsmond, 2008; Pearson, 2018). This is likely because the ability to hear the instructor's
voice, including vocal tones and nuances, allows instructors to convey complex ideas
more effectively to students (Bilbro, Iluzada & Clark, 2013; Merry & Orsmond, 2008;
Rowle et al., 2018). These vocal nuances also help students receive positive feedback
from their instructors (Morris and Chikwa, 2016).
Audio feedback has been reported to impact the students' perception of and
experience with instructors. In the often sterile environment of the online classroom,
audio feedback helps to promote social presence and better relationships between
students and instructors who could be recognized as another human on the other end of
the internet connection (Knauf, 2016; Portolese Dias & Trumpy, 2014). Students had the
impression that instructors cared more about them and the work they submitted (Ice et
al., 2007; Portolese Dias & Trumpy, 2014). Students believed that instructors spent more
time and effort creating the audio feedback than traditional written feedback, and
appreciated the perceived effort (Chew, 2014; Knauf, 2016, Pearson, 2018). Many
students actually expressed a desire to respond to the audio feedback (Knauf, 2016;
Pearson, 2018), and some web-based commenting tools that utilize audio recording
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actually make this possible (Keane et al., 2018). Some students reported being more
open to approaching instructors face to face after receiving audio feedback (Pearson,
2018).
Some studies suggest that audio feedback is an inclusive strategy (Knauf, 2016).
It certainly appeals to students who prefer aural modalities (Merry & Orsmond, 2008),
but it has also proven to be effective for students with reading disabilities (Merry &
Orsmond, 2008) and multilingual learners (Chew, 2014; Roy, 2019, Sohli & Englini,
2020). English language learners receiving audio feedback have shown improvements in
writing content and organization (Sohli & Englini, 2020), and audio has proven to be a
better mode for providing feedback for lower order writing concerns such as grammar,
word choice, and punctuation (Roy, 2019). While many multilingual learners liked the
ability to listen to the feedback repeatedly, they did not prefer audio feedback
exclusively, instead preferring a combination of audio and written feedback (Chew, 2014;
Roy, 2019).
For students in general, there was no obvious pattern for the selection of
preferred feedback mode. Rather, it seemed to be a more personal preference. Though
students consistently had positive feelings about audio feedback, they were less likely to
commit to a preference for audio (Knauf, 2016; Rowle et al., 2018, Roy, 2019). In fact,
some studies reported that a majority of students preferred written feedback over audio
(Morris & Chikwa, McCarthy, 2015). Other studies reported that students actually
preferred a combination of both audio and written feedback (Chew, 2014; Rasi &
Voujarvi, 2018). This disparity of preference, to Knauf, is a signal that audio feedback is
not a must-have practice for every online course, but rather one tool of many for creating
inclusive environments.
In analyzing the potential benefits of audio feedback for students, it is important
to consider the potential benefits to instructors as well, namely, will it save time? Some
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studies reported that audio feedback is, in fact, more time consuming for instructors than
traditional written feedback, largely due to time lost in technical processes of uploading
or distributing feedback to students (Cann, 2015; Merry & Orsmond, 2008; Rasi &
Voujarvi, 2018; Rawle et al., 2018). One study found that there was no significant time
spent between audio and written feedback (Morris & Chikwa, 2016). But a not
insignificant number of studies claimed that audio feedback is a more efficient process
than written feedback (Cann, 2015; Ice et al., 2007; Lunt & Curran, 2010; Knauf, 2016;
McCarthy, 2015; Sohli & Eglini, 2020). Audio feedback appears to be heading toward a
point in time where it can be proven to save time for instructors, but not yet. Perhaps as
technology improves, the technical glitches can be resolved, and processes can be
streamlined to remove this potential barrier.
The research showed audio feedback to be full of possibilities. Studies showed it
could be used in a variety of applications including group case studies (Rasi & Vuojarvi,
2018), multi-step projects (Rawle et al.,2018), laboratory reports (Morris & Chikwa,
2016), video and print media design (McCarthy, 2015), and even group presentations
(Pearson, 2018). There was also a wide range of possibilities for how audio feedback
could be delivered, whether through institutional LMS, web-based recording apps, or
PC-based recording software (Cann, 2015). One unusual and intriguing delivery option
is web-based commenting applications that allow both text and audio comments to be
added onto a student's written document (Keane, McCrea & Russell, 2018). This may
allow instructors to use a mix of the two feedback methods within the same assessment,
which is something that many students preferred when surveyed.
Along with its possibilities, audio feedback also has its limitations. Technology
limitation with uploading or accessing files can cause frustration (Carruthers et al., 2015;
Keane, McCrea & Russell, 2018; Pearson, 2018). Students’ lack of access to correct
technology, internet access, or even appropriate study spaces can be a barrier
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(Henderson & Phillips, 2015; Jaggers et al., 2021). Instructors may face technical inertia
- unfamiliarity with technology or skepticism about its usefulness (Bless, 2017; Cann,
2015). Even students, most of whom are digital natives, may face barriers from selfefficacy and motivation (Jaggers et al., 2021).
Limitations of the Research
To locate the literature for this thesis, searches of ERIC, Academic Search
Premier and EBSCO MegaFILE were conducted for publications from 2010-2021.
Studies not available through these databases were found through Google Scholar. An
extensive investigation of relevant empirical studies’ reference lists was also conducted
to locate additional literature. In order to narrow the search, only studies in higher
education were reviewed.
There were several limitations noted in the literature. There were few studies of
quantifiable or measurable data showing how students receiving audio feedback
performed on subsequent academic assessments. Rather the studies rely almost
exclusively on qualitative data. Most studies had small sample sizes, and often the
researcher was also the instructor indicating a possible bias. Studies did not use
consistent measures or established tools for measurement, instead relying primarily on
surveys developed for one-time use. Several studies allowed for some use of written
feedback in addition to audio written/audio combo on the same assignment making it
difficult to interpret results not based on a single variable (Roy, 2019; Portolese Dias &
Trumpy, 2014; Chew, 2014; Keane et al., 2018). Finally, no longitudinal studies were
made to study specific variables over time. Studies were snapshots only and never
lasted in duration beyond one semester course.
Implications for Future Research
The results of a study by Mcarthy (2015) showed that 66% of the students
preferred video feedback, 22% preferred written feedback, and only 12% preferred audio
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feedback. The studies author suggests that video feedback was the most appropriate fit
for the assessments and class content, because it had a visual component to it. Future
research on audio feedback might consider which types of assessments are the best fit
for the method.
Some evidence has been demonstrated that audio feedback may be a useful tool
for creating inclusive learning environments (Knauf, 2016; Chew, 2014). It may appeal to
a variety of student groups, including auditory learners, multilingual learners, students
with reading disabilities, or visually impaired learners. Further research might be done to
see if other under-represented student populations benefit from audio feedback.
As technology continues to improve, continued research should be conducted to
examine the efficiency of audio feedback for instructors. As improved integrations
between recording applications and learning management systems are developed, the
use of audio feedback may become even more effective.
The most promising use of audio feedback in a specific content area was clearly
writing instruction. It has been shown to help with lower order writing concerns and
revision (Roy, 2019). Additional research should be done to determine the effectiveness
of audio feedback as a formative assessment tool to improve student writing.
Implications for Professional Application
There is enough evidence of audio feedback improving the experience of
students to recommend applying it to practice in online learning. Educators should look
for opportunities to intentionally apply the practice for maximum impact. It certainly would
be less beneficial as a one-time experiment and could be detrimental as the sole
strategy in a course. Instead, instructors should look for opportunities to use audio
feedback in repeatable situations. In this way, students could receive feedback for their
work, then transfer that learning to a subsequent similar assessment. This could be a
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multi-step draft of a paper or project, or it could be repeated practice of an essential skill
being learned in a course.
The online learning environment is often impersonal and sterile. It is sometimes
referred to as distance learning, and though the adjective is not meant to describe the
transnational distance between instructors and students, or between student and
student, it often feels that is the case. Audio feedback offers an opportunity to bridge that
distance. Judicious use of it in a course can dramatically improve social presence within
the course (Portolese Dias & Trumpy, 2014). Students will feel engaged by a living,
breathing human being on the other end of the feedback channel. They will feel that
someone cares about them and the work they are doing (Ice et al., 2007; Portolese Dias
& Trumpy, 2014). The feedback will feel personalized, even if only by the simple use of
the student’s name to start the feedback (Ice et al., 2007). Those results are worth the
effort.
If instructors want to maximize the impact of their feedback, then they must
seriously consider the recommendations from Cann (2015) and Pearson (2018) to
separate feedback from grades. First, audio feedback is shown to encourage students to
access the feedback, in fact they are 10 times more likely to access it (Lunt & Curran,
2009). Secondly, audio feedback is already proven to be more engaging (Brearley &
Cullen, 2012; Ice et al., 2007; Rawle et al., 2018); how much more engaging will it be
when they hear an enthusiastic voice praising the strengths of their work and offering
supportive suggestions for improvement? Not to mention there isn’t a distracting grade
percentage in sight. Instead of unread garbage can filler, instructors have another
opportunity to teach.
Finally, with the crises that higher education is facing with declining enrollment
and greater competition for fewer potential students, audio feedback may be another tool
in achieving student satisfaction and ultimately retention. According to Gayton (2013),
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the three most important factors for student retention are student self-discipline, quality
of student-faculty interaction, and institutional support to students. Only one of those
three is directly within the influence of the instructor. Studies have shown that when
audio feedback is used, students feel that the instructor cares (Ice et al., 2007; Portolese
Dias & Trumpy, 2014). Personalized audio feedback can create a connection that feels
to many students more like a dialogue, and interpersonal experience, than an
explanation of why three points were taken off of a paper.
Finally, students are not the only ones who receive feedback in higher education.
For example, in the course design process, if faculty work with an instructional designer
or with a peer review board, feedback is part of the process. If the principles work for
adult learners, why not for educators as well. One interesting strategy that might fit this
course design scenario is the model used by Keane et al. (2018). In their study, they
used a web application that allowed them to place either text or voice comments at
strategic locations within a document. The student could then read or listen to the
comments and, if they chose, respond with either text or recorded audio and extend the
dialogue. In this situation, audio comments would not work well for lower order concerns,
as Roy (2019) points out. No need for a voice comment when you only want to suggest
a comma or italics or a wording change. But for more significant recommendations, the
kind that might be driven by a deeply held educational value or by an educational theory,
an audio comment might provide a way to give that nuanced, constructive feedback
more effectively.
Conclusion
Audio feedback is not the cure for all that ails assessment in higher education. It
is, however, a useful tool with some attractive strengths. It is a way to provide clear,
understandable, and specific feedback to students in a way that makes them feel cared
for and engaged with both the content and the instructor. Audio feedback will allow
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students to get a detailed understanding of their performance and their progress. And if
the feedback happens to be all positive,they can rewind and play it again.
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